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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Texas Thomas Davis, Jr., seeks to appeal the district court's order
dismissing his petition filed under 28 U.S.C.A.8 2254 (West 1994 &
Supp. 1999). Davis's case was referred to a magistrate judge pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). The magistrate judge recom-
mended that relief be denied and advised Davis that failureto file
timely objections to this recommendation could waive appellate
review of adistrict court order based upon the recommendation. On
appeal, Davis seeksto raise several issues not addressed in his objec-
tions to the magistrate judge's report.

Specific objections are necessary in order to focus the court's atten-
tion on disputed issues. See Thomasv. Arn, 474 U.S. 140, 148 (1985).
Therefore, a party's objection must direct the court's attention to spe-
cific portions of the record. See Howard v. Secretary of Health &
Human Servs., 932 F.2d 505, 509 (6th Cir. 1991). Davissfailure to
raise these claims in his objections waived appellate review. See
Wright v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cir. 1985).

Construing Davis's objections liberally, however, we will briefly
address two arguments, alluded to in Davis's objections, not
addressed by the district court, and raised again by Davis on appeal.
First, the limitations period for § 2254 petitionsin 28 U.S.C.A.

§ 2244(d) (West Supp. 1999) does not violate the Suspension Clause
of the Constitution. See Mueller v. Angelone, 181 F.3d 557, 572-73
(4th Cir. 1999), cert. denied,  U.S.___, 1999 WL 720053 (U.S.
Sept. 16, 1999) (No. 99-6143, 99A222). Second, Daviss original,
timely § 2254 petition was dismissed without prejudice for failure to
particul arize claims. After this petition was dismissed, however, the
limitation period was not tolled. See 28 U.S.C.A. § 2244 (d)(2) (West
Supp. 1999).




Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and dismiss the
appeal. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the court
and argument would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED



